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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible 
for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has 
been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 03/17/2008 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim 14 directs to a system comprising software per se. Software per se is not one of 
the four categories of invention. Software per se is not a series of steps or acts and thus is not a 
process. Software per se is not a physical article or object and as such is not a machine or 
manufacture. Software per se is not a combination of substances and therefore is not a 
composition of matter. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 1-3, 6-8, 10 and 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 1, the clause, the metadata in the database, references to other items in the 
claim. It is unclear what item is being referenced. 

Regarding claims 2, 3, 6 and 7, the clause, the validation subject, references to at least two 
validation subjects in claim 1. It is unclear which one is being referenced. 

Regarding claim 8, as recited at lines 7-8, one or more completeness validation rules is 
applied to the object instance if a user selects validation. As further recited at lines 9-11, the one 
or more completeness validation rules is applied to the object instance automatically. It is 
unclear how the one or more completeness validation rules is applied to the object instance. 

Regarding claim 10, the clause, the object instance, references to other items in the claim. 
It is unclear what item is being referenced. 

Claim 14 is rejected for at least the reasons as discussed above with respect to claim 8. 



Application/Control Number: 10/731,620 
Art Unit: 2168 



Page 4 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 

claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 

claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 

evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 

the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 

invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 

and potential 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

Claims 1-3, 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Wall et al. [USP 7,028,288 B2] in view of Raghuvir et al. [US 2004/0249823 A1]. 

Regarding claim 1, Wall teaches a metadata validation system for validating an 
object model, the system comprising: 

a client device configured to receive user input and provide a user interface to a user (Wall, Col. 4 
Lines 23-36); 

a database for storing objects corresponding to the object model and metadata describing the object 
model (As shown in FIG. 5, the database at the location specified by the URL is far storing objects, 
e.g., Name Object, Address Object, City Object... corresponding to the object model, e.g., person 

model, and metadata describing the object model, e.g., Name, Address, City...); 
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a configuration management module for creating a deployable collection of objects using the object 
model {a deploy able collection of objects, e.g., Name Object, Address Object, City Object... is created 
using the person model) 

a validation engine for validating the metadata in the database by confirming the metadata complies 
with one or more validation rules (Wall, Col. 5 Lines 10-27) 
wherein said validation engine is configured 

to perform completeness validation on a validation subject in response to a user entered command to 
perform validation on the validation subject (Wall, Col. 9 Lines 5-27), 

to automatically perform correctness validation on a validation subject when the subject is created or 
updated (Wall, Col. 8 Lines 34-60), and 

to automatically perform completeness and correctness validation on a validation subject when 
requested by the configuration management module (Wall, Col. 8 Lines 34-60 and Col. 9 Lines 5-27). 

The missing of Wall is the claimed limitation the deployable collection represents a tree of objects 
starting at a root object. 

Raghuvir teaches the deployable collection represents a tree of objects starting at a root object (FIG. 

6). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the hierarchical collection as taught by Raghuvir into Wall 
technique in order to have a representation of the collection. 

Regarding claim 2, Wall and Raghuvir, in combination, teach all of the claimed subject 
matter as discussed above with respect to claim 1, Wall further discloses the validation subject is an 
instance of one of an attribute, an association, an object and a collection of objects (Wall, Col. 8 Lines 34-60 
and Col. 9 Lines 5-27). 
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Regarding claim 3, Wall and Raghuvir, in combination, teach all of the claimed subject 
matter as discussed above with respect to claim 1, Wall further discloses the validation subject is a 
meta metadata object selected from the group consisting of a M eta Attribute, a MetaAssociation, a 
MetaAssociationEnd, a MetaClass and a MetaCollection (Wall, Col. 8 Lines 34-60 and Col. 9 Lines 5- 
27). 

Regarding claim 6, Wall and Raghuvir, in combination, teach all of the claimed subject 
matter as discussed above with respect to claim 1, Wall further discloses the validation subject is a 
deployable collection of objects from the database (Wall, Col. 8 Lines 34-60 and Col. 9 Lines 5-27). 

Regarding claim 7, Wall and Raghuvir, in combination, teach all of the claimed subject 
matter as discussed above with respect to claim 1 , wherein the validation subject is an 
aggregated collection of objects from the database (Wall, Col. 8 Lines 34-60 and Col. 9 Lines 5-27). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 8-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Wall et al. 
[USP 7,028,288 B2]. 
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Regarding claims 8 and 14, Wall teaches a system and computer-implemented method 
of validating metadata in an object model, the method comprising: 

creating an instance of a meta metadata object in response to user input (As shown in FIG. 5, 
Person is an instance of a class derived from the model class (Col. 7 Lines 14-24). The class 
derived from the model class is considered as being equivalent to a meta metadata object); 

automatically applying one or more correctness type validation rules to the object instance by confirming 
the object instance complies with the one or more correctness type validation rules (Wall, Col. 8 Lines 34- 
60); 

if a user selects validation of the object instance, applying one or more completeness validation rules to 
the object instance (As shown in FIG. 5, when the user select Enter, the completeness validation 
rules are applied (Col. 9 Lines 5-27)); and 

automatically applying both the one or more correctness validation rules and the one or more 
completeness validation rules to the object instance prior to deployment of the object instance (Col. 8 Lines 34- 
60 and Col. 9 Lines 5-27). 

Regarding claim 9, Wall teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 8, Wall further discloses the meta metadata object is one of an attribute, an 
association, an object and a collection of objects (Col. 8 Lines 34-60 and Col. 9 Lines 5-27). 

Regarding claim 10, Wall teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 8, Wall further discloses the meta metadata object is an association and wherein the 
object instance to which a validation rule is applied includes the two objects associated by the association (FIG. 
5, Col. 8 Lines 34-60 and Col. 9 Lines 5-27). 
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Regarding claim 11, Wall teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 8, Wall further discloses the Step Of automatically applying the one or more 
correctness type validation rules to the instance if the instance is automatically updated or manually updated 
(FIG. 5, Col. 8 Lines 34-60 and Col. 9 Lines 5-27). 

Regarding claim 12, Wall teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 1 1 , Wall further discloses the meta metadata object is one of an attribute and an 
object (Col. 8 Lines 34-60 and Col. 9 Lines 5-27). 

Regarding claim 13, Wall teaches all of the claimed subject matter as discussed above 
With respect to Claim 8, Wall further discloses the meta metadata object is one of an aggregated collection 
and a deployable collection (Col. 8 Lines 34-60 and Col. 9 Lines 5-27). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to HUNG Q. PHAM whose telephone number is 571-272-4040. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, TIM T. VO can be reached on 571-272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/HUNG Q PHAIW 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2168 
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